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The Education Commission of the States reviewed all 36 Race to the Top (R1tT) round il applications.
Each of the 36 states that applied for round iI funding referenced pay for performance under the heading
of “Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance.” The majority of states outlined
pay for performance initiatives to be implemented upon receipt of R{T funds. Key takeaways from the 36
applications follow.

Common Features of Pay for Performance Proposals
e Most pay for performance initiatives are to be implemented at the individual teacher level and will
be informed by annual evaluations. Evaluations will include a significant student growth
component, ranging from 15 to greater than 50% of evaluation point totals.
s Programs range from defined bonuses granted on top of an existing pay schedule (Georgia) to
complete overhauls of the compensation system tying teacher pay to performance (Florida).
s Many states intend to provide differentiated pay for additional responsibilities and/or teaching in
high-need schools or subject areas including:
o Bonuses to effective teachers who transfer to and remain effective in low-performing schools
o Additional compensation or signing bonuses for teachers in high-need STEM subjects
o Stipends for teachers who assume leadership or mentor roles, document and share best
practices, serve on districtwide data teams or otherwise take on additional responsibility.
* In addition to state-level funds provided for pay for performance development, Local Education
Agency (LEA) subgrants in many states also can fund pay-for-performance initiatives.
+ Many states asserted that they will continue to seek grants from the Teacher Incentive Fund
(TiF), Teacher Advancement Program (TAP) program, Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and
others to fund pay for performance pilots in their states.

Three Categories of Pay for Performance

Pay for performance programs in the 36 R{tT round ii applications took one of three forms, with the
majority of states developing pilot programs to test pay for performance models. The remaining states
were split between starting state-led programs and granting autonomy to LEAs.

1. State-Led (9 states)

States classified as having state-led programs each set aside RttT funding to identify and compensate
high-performing teachers. States in this category intend to distribute money either directly to teachers,
indirectly to participating LEAs or a combination of the two. Many of the states running performance-pay
initiatives at the state level intend to reward teachers in high-need schools and subject areas. Among the
states in this category are rlorida and New York, both of which will reward teachers based on newly
developed teacher evaluation systems that incorporate significant (40-50%) student growth components.

State Example. v
e New Yc % slans to launch a $30 miliion Innovative Compensation Incentive Fund to be distributed
to LEA- ¢.:mmitted to rewarding effective teachers and principals, particularly in high-needs



schools. The state also will create a $39 million transfer fund that will be used to grant bonuses to
highly effective teachers who transfer to high-needs schools.

¢ inFlorida, differentiated compensation will be required for teachers teaching in high-need subject
areas or under “challenging circumstances” in participating LEAs. The state also has set aside
$12.7 million to hire financial consultants to aid districts in their transition to performance-based
compensation models.

2. Pilot Programs (18 states)
States in this category each plan to launch pay-for-pcrformance initiatives in 2 limited number of districts
in order to develop a model that can later be implemented by all LEAs. The number of pilct LEAs varies
greatly by state (3-36+), as does the process of choosing participating LEAs. Some states will initiate a
competitive grant process; some will simply pick the largest LEAs or those with the most high-need
schools.
State Txamples:
s California will choose five LEAs based on a competitive grant process to receive $1.05 million per
year (35,000 bonuses x 210 teachers) for alternative compensation plans based on effectiveness.
LEAs will have flexibility with RttT funds, and can choose to provide individual bonuses,
implement efficacy-based compensation plans or purchase learning materials for their schools.
¢ [llinois will implement performance-based compensation systems in 13 “super LEAs” and
Chicago. The pilot will be funded by grants from the Teacher Incentive Fund and Teacher
Advancement Program.

3. LEA Autonomy (9 states)
Nine states asserted that LEAs would have the authority to implement performance-based compensation
at their discretion, often subject to collective bargaining agreements.
State Examples:
* Michigan stated in its application that it was only recently granted the authority to link student and
teacher data and does not feel it is in a position to implement pay for performance initiatives.
* Montana stated that a centralized evaluation and compensation system tied to student
achievement data is antithetical to the state's educational philosophy.
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Extent to which participating LEAs agreed to use Teacher Evaluations to Inform Compensation
Decisions

The majority of states (28) gathered the support of over 75% of'participating LEAs. Sixteen states were
able to sign 75% of LEAs statewide.
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Participating LEAs using Evaluation Systems to Inform Compensation by 2014

The majority of states (19) intend to have over 75% of LEAs using evaluations to inform compensation
decisions by the 2014 school year end. Fifteen states cited a 100% participation target by 2014.
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State Summary Table m

LEAs Using Teacher Evaluations to Inform Compensation

#LEAs Agreed % of Terget % of
Pay for Performance toinformed  Participating % of LEAsin  Participating

State!Region Category Compensation LEAs State LEAs by 2014

State-Led

™
o

Wisconsin LEA AUtOHOTHY 93 22% 21% 50%

Source: State Race to the Top Round Hl Applications.
(a) Of the 278 LEAs, 148 will collectively bargain the specifics of incentive pay.

Stephanie Rose, with the ECS Information Clearinghouse, prepared this report.
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